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REMARKS 

The Office Action of October 5, 2005 has been carefully considered. 
Reconsideration of this application, as amended, is respectfully requested. 

Turning now, to the office action, claims 1, 2, 6, 8, 10, 11, 14 and 15 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) in view of Keith (6,634,621). 

Applicants acknowledge the Examiner's indication that claims 3 - 5, 7, 9, 12 - 13 and 
16-17 were objected to as being based upon a rejected base claim, but were 
otherwise allowable if rewritten in independent form to include limitations of the base 
and intervening claims. 

It is respectfully noted that independent daim 1 has been amended to recite a cable 
slack signal representing a cable slack condition, and that claims 2, 3, 7 and 
9dependent therefrom, have been similarly amended to reflect the amendment to 
claim 1 and cancellation of claims 6 and 8. Furthermore, claims 6 and 8 have been 
cancelled in the amendments presented above without prejudice or disclaimer to the 
subject matter contained therein. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) in view of Keith (6,634,621) 

The rejection under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) is respectfully traversed in view of the 
amendments presented above and further considering the following arguments that 
specifically indicate the failure of Keith to teach or suggest various limitations of the 
claims as reflected in the Listing of Claims above. Although Keith does teach a spool 
10 with a cable 8 connected to a weight or load 2 (col. 4, lines 17-27), there is simply 
no teaching of a slack or similar cable condition signal. Rather, what is taught by 
Keith, as indicated in the following excerpts, are sensors to detect the presence of 
the cable on the spool at a particular location (col. 4) - thereby indicating whether the 
cable has been raised or lowered to a vertical limit as expressly stated at col. 6. Also 
of note is the incorrect characterization of sensor 12 of Keith as a force sensor - 
sensor 12 is a cable presence sensor, although Keith further teaches up/down 
sensors 32 and 34, respectively. The rejection must fail because each of the 
rejected claims (specifically independent claims 1.11 and 14, as presently amended) 
recite a cable slack signal and/or a cable slack sensor. 
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Keith teaches at col. 4: 



Jft^fdcnng ic RG. 2^ a mc»tor 22 may powr the spool 10 
^ ^'bkh may lekase [h& cabk 8 tindL^CM: wMch may retrieve ih« 
cdyje A £isl sensor 12 aod a 5^{»kI seitsor 14 may ileteet 
wben the edible £ hik^ reached a vetik/i] ilmu.Tbe fit^ senftor 
12 and the second sej^sor 14 may each detect ptefsefice or 
absence of ibe cat)k 8, rcspecnvcly. if the 6r« sensor 12 
d^ecfe the cable 8 i>o ih^ s|T<>t»l WJ, lb? 6^4 s^iKior 12 may 
send d Mgoai to iJic cotim>Ucr 2L Ttie iirsl strosor 12 niay1)e 
located D«af a top €ik3 iOa of rhe spool 1(^. The deteiriioxj of 
ibe prdsence of ibe cabk K ai the u^p «ml lOff of iJb« spool 
10 by ritt first sensc^r 12 is^ An trtdjcaiioa thai the cable S 
^ readied u vertical limit. The tim seiftsor \2 m^y signal to the 
controll&r 21 the presence of the cable 8, and Ihe cxsalroller 

21 ittsy sigiiaf ihe motor 22 ;o mop. To ibb eoci, the motor 

22 may b6*iitached lo the f^^ool iO ixt6 may {Knver Ute spool 
10 iSMch thai ibo sfioo\ iO rr^ny retrieve md/ar refcese iha 
cables, 

Th^ scixmii censor 14 maybe k>cat&cl ne^r a bottom 
1CW> of Uw $pool 10. If ihe siicoiid senjsor 14 cfctcctii the 
absence of the cable ^ tlw ^^ond sensor 14 may send a 
s%;ndl to ittP coalrollcr 21. Because of the locatkm of ibc 

50 second sensor 14 near tbc bottom cjQd X6& of iixc spool 10, 
the dctcclimi of tlie absieocc of cable H at the b<^loni end 16& 
of the spool 10 is ao uidication tbat tbc c:£l)k B t«iicb<^ a 
vertical limit. If tha cmiroil&r 21 reoemis a signal from ibc 
aectind ^tt&or 14, fbc cootrolkr It nn^ send a ^^ign^l to the 

55 tnotot 22 to slop ibe spocd 10 froni rdeasiog the cable 8 . The 
ccmtrolk^r 21 may, theiefon? , tonJrt^ speed and^^r o^ratioo 
of tbc Qiotor 22. 



Keith further teaches at col. 6: 

As disfiissecf prev^i ttie flm is^ivm 12 may dcieci 
; \ybenia rtuxiraiixn juiwtim or oLHcrpredetWniiaed amoant of 
tb*J CAble ft lias biis^O rcirkycd- Fvr^.tv die .s<^»r>d ^iv^ir 14 
m^y: 4^i^ii wlitu ific inaxlraiiin .itticuiu..oi:. oihf^ 
<niTK$^:amout)tof tbccabk 8 banbecii releaaed:. AcdKdiQgty. 
^ ? - 1 be tjbhtrol ler 2 1 evia y ibco stop the motor 22 ftoifri pww^ 
tbc spool 1.4) b :reiric\ic or release the cabkJ i8ir<^^^ 
Tbtis hapjxf f» regardless of ihc prcsisme apptied to bondk 
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Clearly the referenoe to sensors detecting the presence or absence of a cable (col. 
4), or even a maximum amount of cable retrieved or released (col. 6) does not give 
rise to a suggestion that Keith recognized a problem with cable slack, or any need to 
sense when a cable has slack. Absent a teaching of the recited claim limitations, or 
even a recognition of the problem, Keith cannot anticipate the invention as presently 
claimed in the instant application. 

The cable presence sensors employed by Keith to detect vertical/cable travel limits 
cannot produce cable slack signals upon which a controller can act as recited in 
amended daim 1. In other words, Keith does not teach or suggest ''a controller for 
controlling operation of the actuator, the controller being responsive to a first signal 
from the sensor representing operator-applied force and a cable slack signal 
representing a slack condition of the cable; and the controller being programmed to 
cause the actuator to wind and unwind the cable in response to the first signal, and to 
override the control as a function of the first signal in response to the cable slack 
signal." In view of the amendment to claim 1 to specifically recite a cable slack 
signal, Applicants respectfully submit that daim 1 is not anticipated by Keith. 

Considering the rejection of independent claim 11, in addition to the arguments 
presented above, Keith feils to teach or suggest a cable slack sensor as expressly 
redted in claim 11. Keith further fails to teach the recited limitation of a signal 
indicative of the condition of a wound cable (not presence), including "a cable slack 
signal generated by a cable slack sensor^ as recited in daim 11. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully contend that the limitations of claim 1 1 are unanticipated by 
Keith. 

Similariy, considering the rejection of Independent claim 14, in addition to the 
arguments presented above, claim 14 recites "monitoring the slack condition of a 
cable with a slack sensor." As discussed previously, Keith fails to teach or suggest a 
slack sensor and cannot, therefore, teach monitoring of a signal from such a sensor. 
Hence, claim 14 is also respectfully urged as being unanticipated by Keith. 

Insofar as claims 2, 6, 8, 10 and 15, are concemed, these claims all depend from 
now presumably allowable amended claims 1 or 14 and are also believed to be in 
allowable condition for the reasons hereinbefore discussed with regard to daims 1 
and 14. 
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In View of the foregoing remarks and amendments, reconsideration of this application 
and allowance of the remaining claims thereof are earnestly solicited. In the event 
that additional fees are required as a result of this response, including fees for 
extensions of time, such fees should be charged to USPTO Deposit Account No. 50- 
2737 for Basch & Nickerson LLP. 

In the event the Examiner considers personal contact advantageous to the timely 
disposition of this case, the Examiner is hereby auttiorized to call Applicant's 
attorney, Duane C. Basch, at Telephone Number (585) 899-3970, Penfield, New 
York. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Duane C. Basch 
Attorney for Applicants 
RegistraOon No. 34,545 

Basch & Nickerson LLP 
1777 Penfield Road 
Penfield. New York 14526 
DCB/dcb (585) 899-3970 
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